Compensation in physical activity energy expenditure after active video games: role of sample size and analysis Dear Editor:
Gribbon et al. (1) examined the effects of active video game (AVGs) on acute energy intake and expenditure in a randomized crossover trial. Each participant was engaged in the following three 1-h experimental conditions followed by an ad libitum lunch: resting in a seated position (control session), seated video game session, and AVG session. The authors observed that energy expenditure was higher during the AVG session than with the control and seated video game sessions. However, no significant differences were observed for the cumulative energy expenditure over 24 h and for the 3 d after each condition. They concluded that compensatory adaptation in spontaneous physical activity occurred after AVG sessions in which an increase in physical activity at one time was offset by reducing the physical activity pattern at other times (2) (3) (4) (5) . This is an interesting finding; however, some issues should be raised with regard to the sample size and statistical analysis of data.
The sample size calculation was based on a minimal group difference of 200 kJ with an SD of 400 kJ. According to Pocock (6) , the proper sample size required for the study, with an a of 0.05, a b of 0.10, a difference of 200 kJ, and an SD of 400 kJ, is 87 adolescents, taking into account the crossover design (7) . Also, the cumulative energy expenditure values for 24 h and 3 d postintervention is misleading, because the authors' Figures 4 and 5 show differences between groups of .200 kJ, a value defined a priori by the investigators as a statistically significant difference.
Although there were few participants lost to follow-up, they should be recognized. The 2 participants who had no interest after random assignment should be considered lost to follow-up, as were the other ones. Thus, there were a total of 4 participants lost to follow-up, and the figure flowchart in Gribbon's paper is incorrect. Once randomly assigned, participants are part of the study (8) . Because .10% of participants were lost to follow-up, statistical analysis with the use of the repeated-measures ANOVA model is not adequate. When observations are missing, the data are considered unbalanced over time and a correct modeling of the covariance is required for obtaining valid estimates of the regression variables. Therefore, linear mixed-effects models could be a better strategy to deal with these data (9 
